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Sestica 8 of artiele 6887a, supra, re-
;uiru that "all chauffeurs® e liocensed
ollowing language) ’

“On and after April 1, 1938, ne
person exoept those cxpraulr exenpt
under this ast, shall drive axy moter
vehisls upon & highwey Lia this state
unless sueh persen upon applisation
has been lieensed as an operator or
chauffeur by the departzeat umder the
provisions of shis Aet."

Seotion 3 des t88 those persoms who
are sxempt frok payment of ehsuffeur's licenses,
It does not inelude among the exempted group the
snployees of & eounty,

Asoording to the statutory defimition,
any persan who operates a motor vehicls for any
purpose, whole or part time, as an employes eof
& sounty, whether paid in salary or o ssiom,
is a “ehauffeur” and is required e proeure a
shauffeurts liocease, '

We have previocusly held in opiniem Ne.
0=723 of this departaent that the statutory defi-
nition, ia the adbesende of exeeptioa, apriies to
any “"empleyoe® regardless of whsther the smployer
i» private or goveramental., In that opinion we
ruled that the faet that the mmployer is a ity
does not exempt oity empleyess, otherwise sovered
by the statutory definition of “ehauffeur® frem
prosuring a chauffeur's lisense and paying the
proper fee thersfor as required by article 6687a,
Yernon's Annotated Civil Statutes, The same is
truotin the situation where the amployer is &
Sounty,

In opinion No, 0-~03 of this departaent,
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1% was held that a ecunty ecommissicner whils
ériving an automobile delonging te the eocunty

on cownty business is not a ehauffeur within {no
meaning of srtiele $487a, and that he does not
have t@ obtain & shasurfeur's licsnse, Butl the
reasoning was that a sounty eommissioner is a
pudlie cffficer, and, tharcfors, not "an exployes,,
servant, azent or indspendent sontraetor™ within
the lu{uturr definition, -

In the :nmt instance there is no
doubt dut that ordinary escunty road hands ere
smployces of the sounty. Your attention is eall-
ed to the followi disoussion of the words "ser-
vant®, "exployse” 29 Tex, Jur, 10 which states;

In*the language of the law, howevar,
the word Yservapt® is used to embdrace
all slasses of employees. It is aynoay-
mous with "employeet, snd ineludes all
parsons of whatever rank or positim
wio are subjset %0 the direetion and
soztrol of another in any departaent
of labdor or businses,"

It is our sauclusion that sueh gounty
suployess as eounty road hands whils driviag trucks
belonging to the ecunty and an scumty dbusineas are
elmuffeurs within the mean of sestion 1 {(g) of
artisle $678a, Yernon's Annotated Civil Statutes,
and are obliged to oitaln ehauffeurts lieanses.

Tyusting that this answers your inquiry,
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